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Abstract

Federated learning (FL) aims to train machine learning (ML) models collaboratively using

decentralized data, bypassing the need for centralized data aggregation. Standard FL models

often assume that all data come from the same unknown distribution. However, in practical

situations, decentralized data frequently exhibit heterogeneity. We propose a novel FL model,

Distributionally Robust Federated Learning (DRFL), that applies distributionally robust opti-

mization to overcome the challenges posed by data heterogeneity and distributional ambiguity.

We derive a tractable reformulation for DRFL and develop a novel solution method based on

the alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM) algorithm to solve this problem. Our

experimental results demonstrate that DRFL outperforms standard FL models under data

heterogeneity and ambiguity.

1 Introduction

Data collection and data processing are increasingly becoming more distributed across multiple

devices, organizations, and locations. Federated learning is a technique that enables collaborative

model training with decentralized data. Model training occurs locally on distributed devices, or

clients, while model updates are aggregated by the central server and shared across clients. For

example, model parameters may be averaged across participating clients (McMahan et al., 2016),

such that all data are used to train the model without direct data sharing cross clients, preserving

data privacy, data security, and data access restrictions. FL has emerged as an important field of
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research with impact in areas such as mobile devices (Lim et al., 2020), healthcare (Joshi et al.,

2022; Nishio and Yonetani, 2019), and the internet of things (Nguyen et al., 2021).

Federated learning also has its challenges. Statistical heterogeneity, the situation in which data

distribution across clients differs, poses a difficulty for federated learning methods that assume

an i.i.d. data generating process for all clients. Such heterogeneity can lead to incorrect model

prediction or embed certain biases if it is not properly accounted for. Federated learning also faces

the issue of ambiguity, where the underlying data distributions across different clients are unknown.

As a result, standard FL models often suffer from the issue of overfitting with poor out-of-sample

performance, especially when the data are insufficient, noisy, or contaminated (Reisizadeh et al.,

2020a).

Researchers have explored the applications of (distributionally) robust optimization for federated

learning in recent years. Mohri et al. (2019) introduce the concept of agnostic loss which calculates

the worst-case weighted client loss. The authors propose a framework called agnostic federated

learning with the aim of optimizing the worst-case weighted average performance across all clients.

Building on this idea, Deng et al. (2020b) propose the distributionally robust federated averaging

(DRFA) algorithm, an efficient method for handling the subpopulation shift. However, DRFA only

takes into account the empirical distribution, which may differ significantly from the true distribution.

Nguyen et al. (2022) propose Wasserstein distributionally robust federated learning (WAFL) to

address the issue of distributional ambiguity. They employ an “aggregate-then-robustify” approach,

whereby they initially estimate a single probability distribution that represents all clients. An

ambiguity set is then introduced to mitigate the impact induced by the estimation errors of this

probability distribution. In this case, while a distributionally robust FL model is formulated, the

associated optimization problem is not well-suited for designing distributed algorithms. Instead,

an approximation algorithm is used, which is equivalent to solving a non-robust FL model with a

modified loss function. Moreover, since this approach considers an aggregated/mixed probability

distribution, it does not explicitly tackle the issue of heterogeneity. A simple example will be provided

to further demonstrate the difference between WAFL and our proposed model.

To address the challenges of statistical heterogeneity and ambiguity simultaneously, we introduce

a novel framework called Distributionally Robust Federated Learning (DRFL). In contrast to previous

approaches, DRFL constructs an individual Wasserstein ambiguity set for each client, which enables
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each client to have its own, potentially unique data generating distribution. This design allows

arbitrary levels of statistical heterogeneity among clients, setting DRFL apart from existing methods

in federated learning.

A key contribution of our work is the derivation of a tractable reformulation of DRFL that

facilitates further analysis. The resulting optimization problem differs structurally from the standard

unconstrained empirical risk minimization problem with a finite sum of functions. This distinction

prevents the efficient application of stochastic gradient descent (SGD) and its variants, as they may

lead to high computational costs. As an alternative, we develop a novel solution method based on

the alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM) algorithm, and propose a splitting strategy

to solve DRFL. The proposed algorithm has a natural interpretation for the client updates: In each

iteration, every client updates its (regularized) worst-case expected loss, while the server updates

the global parameter based on the information received from all clients.

We summarize the main contributions of our work as follows:

• We propose a novel framework in federated learning, DRFL, capable of handling data het-

erogeneity and distributional ambiguity issues. We then derive a tractable reformulation of

DRFL, making it suitable for further theoretical and algorithmic analysis.

• We develop a new ADMM-based algorithm suitable for DRFL. Our approach ensures conver-

gence to the optimal solution in the convex setting and to critical points in the non-convex

setting, making it applicable to a wide range of learning problems.

• We compare the empirical performance of DRFL with its non-robust counterpart (the nom-

inal model) and other robust optimization methods. Our results demonstrate that DRFL

outperforms other models on various problems.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the related work, and Section 3

provides background on federated learning. In Section 4, we introduce Distributionally Robust

Federated Learning and derive a tractable reformulation. In Section 5, a customized ADMM

algorithm is proposed to exactly solve DRFL. The numerical experiments in Section 6 demonstrates

the superior performance of the proposed model.

Notation. We adopt boldface lowercase and uppercase letters for vectors and matrices, respec-

tively. Special vectors include 0, which represents the vector of all zeros, and e, which indicates the

vector of all ones. The matrix I denotes the unit matrix. The inner product of vectors w and x
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is denoted by xw,xy. We use the tilde sign to represent random variables. The dual norm of any

given norm } ¨ } is denoted by } ¨ }˚. The notation ∆S “ tq P RS
` | eJq “ 1u is used to represent

probability simplex. The operator r¨s` represents maxt¨, 0u.

2 Related Work

Federated learning (FL) was initially introduced by McMahan et al. (2016). They proposed the

Federated Averaging (FedAvg) algorithm, which utilizes SGD in parallel on a randomly sampled

subset of clients at every iteration. Then the server updates the model parameters by averaging the

updated parameters from clients, and so it allows for the training of models on decentralized data

while preserving privacy.

In general, the challenges faced by FL can be broadly categorized into two areas: system challenges

and statistical heterogeneity. Several prior works have proposed various approaches to tackle system

challenges, with a primary focus on improving communication efficiency in federated learning

(Konečnỳ et al., 2015, 2016; Li et al., 2020; Reisizadeh et al., 2020b; Smith et al., 2017; Suresh et al.,

2017). In terms of statistical heterogeneity, FedAvg generalizes poorly on the unseen distribution

of new clients and non-i.i.d. data (Zhao et al., 2018). Several studies offered improvements to the

FedAvg (Li et al., 2019; Sattler et al., 2019; Zhao et al., 2018), especially on enhancing either the

global aggregation step (Chen and Chao, 2020; Lin et al., 2020b; Reddi et al., 2020; Wang et al.,

2020a; Yurochkin et al., 2019) or the local updates (Malinovskiy et al., 2020; Reisizadeh et al., 2020a;

Wang et al., 2020b). Many frameworks are proposed, such as FedProx (Li et al., 2020), SCAFFOLD

(Karimireddy et al., 2020), FedNova (Wang et al., 2020b), FedDyn (Acar et al., 2021), MOON (Li

et al., 2021a), FedSkip (Fan et al., 2022), and FedDC (Gao et al., 2022). Alternatively, Smith et al.

(2017) and Corinzia et al. (2019) explore the application of multi-task learning to tackle statistical

heterogeneity in FL settings. Additionally, several studies propose personalized federated learning

approaches to enhance communication efficiency and penalize local models, such as (Chen and Chao,

2021; Collins et al., 2021; Deng et al., 2020a; Hanzely et al., 2020; Li et al., 2021b; Mansour et al.,

2020).

This paper utilizes distributionally robust optimization (DRO) to overcome the challenge of

statistical heterogeneity. DRO optimizes the worst-case performance over an ambiguity set of

distributions, providing reliable decisions under uncertainty and ambiguity (Goh and Sim, 2010). In
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recent years, DRO has gained significant attention in machine learning (Namkoong and Duchi, 2016).

In particular, Wasserstein DRO has gained attention in the areas of machine learning and data-driven

optimization (Farokhi, 2022; Shafieezadeh-Abadeh et al., 2019; Sinha et al., 2017; Smirnova et al.,

2019; Staib and Jegelka, 2019), offering finite sample guarantees and accommodating unknown true

distributions with larger support (Mohajerin Esfahani and Kuhn, 2018).

Several seminal works have explored the application of (distributionally) robust optimization

in the context of FL. Mohri et al. (2019) introduce agnostic federated learning (AFL), minimizing

the worst-case weighted sum of empirical loss among all clients. Deng et al. (2020b) develop a

communication-efficient distributed algorithm for a specific case of AFL, where the uncertainty

set of weights is defined as the probability simplex. Nguyen et al. (2022) propose a Wasserstein

distributionally robust FL model for the mixed empirical distribution that represents the data

generating distribution for all clients. Reisizadeh et al. (2020a) address affine distribution shifts

and apply robust optimization to minimize loss under the worst perturbation. The proposed DRFL

approach generalizes these methods, considering ambiguity at the individual client level without

specific parametric perturbations. This flexibility enables comprehensive handling of uncertainties,

accommodating diverse variability across clients. Moreover, the proposed framework does not make

any assumption regarding whether training and testing distribution have the same support, so both

subpopulation shift and domain shift are considered.

While this paper primarily addresses heterogeneity and ambiguity in standard FL, related

works apply DRO to other contexts, such as robust federated meta-learning (Lin et al., 2020a) and

optimizing robustness under local differential privacy (Shi et al., 2022).

3 Preliminaries

Consider a federated learning setting with a set of clients (also known as devices). We denote by

S “ t1, 2, . . . , Su the set of clients, in which each client s has it own dataset tpx̂i, ŷiqu
Ns
i“1 with Ns

training samples, for all s P S. Here, x̂si and ŷsi are the feature vector and label of the ith sample in

client s, respectively. We denote by Ξ Ď Rn ˆR the support set of the samples, and thus px̂i, ŷiq P Ξ.

Given a loss function L and a function class F “ tfw : w P W Ď Rmu, the standard federated

learning problem is to seek for the model parameters w by minimizing the following empirical risk
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minimization (ERM) problem

min
wPW

1

S

ÿ

sPS

1

Ns

ÿ

iPIs

Lpfwpx̂siq, ŷsiq, (1)

where Is “ t1, 2 . . . , Nsu. The above model covers a wide range of supervised learning problems; for

example, consider regression problem with linear model where fwpxq “ xw,xy and Lpfwpxq, yq “

Lpxw,xy ´ yq, problem (1) covers the following special cases.

• Huber Regression (HR):

Lpzq “

$

&

%

z2{2 if |z| ď ϵ

ϵp|z| ´ ϵ{2q otherwise,

where ϵ ą 0 is a user-specified threshold parameter.

• Support Vector Regression (SVR):

Lpzq “ maxt0, |z| ´ ϵu,

with tolerance level ϵ ě 0.

• Quantile Regression:

Lpzq “ maxt´ϵz, p1 ´ ϵqzu,

where ϵ P r0, 1s is the quantile parameter.

For classification problem with linear model where fwpxq “ xw,xy and Lpfwpxq, yq “ Lpy xw,xyq,

problem (1) covers the following special cases.

• Support Vector Machine (SVM):

Lpzq “ maxt0, 1 ´ zu.

• SVM with Smooth Hinge Loss:

Lpzq “

$

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

%

1{2 ´ z if z ď 0

p1 ´ zq2{2 if 0 ă z ă 1

0 otherwise.

• Logistic Regression:

Lpzq “ logp1 ` e´zq.
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In the setting of federated learning, training samples are stored separately across different clients,

and each individual dataset tpx̂i, ŷiqu
Ns
i“1 in client s is not shareable to other clients s1 during the

training period. Fortunately, despite being a generic model, problem (1) exhibits strong mathematical

structure and is a sum of functions where each function corresponds to a training sample; thus, by

leveraging the idea of SGD, FedAvg was proposed to solve (1) in a federated setting (McMahan

et al., 2016) where each client is responsible to the gradient updates that are associated with its

training samples.

4 Distributionally Robust Federated Learning

While problem (1) serves as a generalization of standard supervised learning with the consideration

that data is stored separately across different clients, it suffers the from the same issue of overfitting

as other supervised learning models, due to the fact that the data generating distribution is unknown.

In fact, the ERM formulation in (1) is only an approximation of the stochastic optimization problem

infwPW EPrLpfwpx̃q, ỹqs, where P is the underlying unknown probability distribution that generates

the training samples tpx̂i, ŷiquiPIs , for all s P S.

In addition to the aforementioned issue of ambiguity, applications of federated learning often

face another challenge of data heterogeneity. Due to the decentralized nature of the data, training

samples of each individual dataset are often collected by each client, and they may not be identically

distributed compared to training samples of other clients; that is, for each client s P S, the samples

tpx̂i, ŷiquiPIs are generated via some distribution Ps which is not necessary same as Ps1 if s1 ‰ s.

4.1 Model

To overcome these challenges, we propose the Distributionally Robust Federated Learning (DRFL)

inf
wPW

sup
PPP

EPrLpfwpx̃q, ỹqs, (2)

and we consider the ambiguity set P to be

P “

$

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

%

P P P0pΞ ˆ Sq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ppx̃, ỹq, s̃q P P, q P Q

PpW pPs, P̂sq ď ρs|s̃ “ sq “ 1 @s P S

Pps̃ “ sq “ qs @s P S

,

/

/

/

.

/

/

/

-

,
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where P0pΞ ˆ Sq is the set of all possible probability distributions supported on Ξ ˆ S, Q Ď RS is

the set of all possible weight parameters, and W pPs, P̂sq represents the Wasserstein distance of Ps

from empirical distribution P̂s; that is, W pP, P̂q :“ infΠ

!

ş

Ξ2 dpξ, ξ̂q Πpdξ, dξ̂q

)

. Here, Π is a joint

distribution of ξ and ξ̂ with marginals P and P̂, respectively. Notice d is a metric on the support Ξ,

and different applications (e.g., regression or classification) would have different metric d. We refer

interested reader to Appendix B for more details.

Problem (2) has a natural interpretation in the setting of federated learning. In DRFL, one

seeks for the model parameter w that optimizes the worst-case expected loss among all distributions

in the ambiguity set P, which contains distributions that are equal to the client’s data generating

distribution Ps with probability qs. Both Ps and q are unknown; the former is assumed to reside

within a Wasserstein ball with center P̂s and radius ρs, while the latter is assumed to reside within a

prescribed set Q. In particular, (2) can be re-expressed as

inf
wPW

max
qPQ

ÿ

sPS
qs ¨ sup

PsPPs

EPsrLpfwpx̃q, ỹqs, where Ps “

!

Ps P P0pΞq | W pPs, P̂sq ď ρs

)

.

Therefore, the ambiguity set P explicitly model heterogeneity by allowing each Ps to be different

from others and reside in its own ambiguity set Ps. Moreover, as opposed to most existing FL

methods that fix the weighting parameter q, DRFL does not require the q to be explicitly specified,

which is preferable when the data in each client is not generated at the same rate.

DRFL provides a generalization to several existing frameworks. In particular, when ρs “ 0 for all

s P S, DRFL does not consider distributional ambiguity and recover the model proposed in Mohri

et al. (2019). If one further specifies that Q “ ∆S , then DRFL is equivalent to the model studied

in Deng et al. (2020b). To recover the distributionally robust model introduced in Nguyen et al.

(2022), one could focus on distributions inside a Wasserstein ball which is centered at the aggregated

empirical distribution P̂agg “
ř

sPS qs ¨ P̂s with radius ρ, rather than separately consider individual

empirical distributions Ps. To highlight the merits of our proposed DRFL compared to WAFL,

consider the following simple numerical example, where the details of the numerical setup could be

found in Appendix D.

Example 4.1. Consider a simple system containing two clients with distributions P‹
1 and P‹

2 and their

weights q1 and q2, respectively. By generating data from the underlying distribution P‹ “ q1 ¨P‹
1`q2 ¨P‹

2,

we estimate empirical distributions P̂1 and P̂2 which could be used to construct the ambiguity sets P
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Figure 1. P pP‹ Ď Pq in different radius for two models (left) and the normalized

distribution volume inside the ambiguity sets of two models in different guarantee levels

to contain P‹ (right).

and PW of DRFL and WAFL, respectively, where the center of PW is P̂agg “ q̂1 ¨ P̂1 ` q̂2 ¨ P̂2. Then,

we first examine the probability of containing the P‹ for fixed radius in P and PW , where the result

is shown in Figure 1 (Left). The result demonstrates that, WAFL always needs a larger radius when

both models achieve the same performance guarantee. Figure 1 (Right) further shows that, when both

ambiguity sets P and PW has the same confidence of containing the unknown true distribution P‹,

the (normalized) volume of PW is larger than P.

Example 4.1 shows that, under the same statistical guarantee, WAFL tends to construct an

ambiguity set PW with higher volume compared to our proposed ambiguity set. This implies that it

is more likely that WAFL would consider and optimize over the worst-case scenario that is unrealistic

or highly unlikely to happen in practice; thus, providing more conservative solutions compared to

DRFL.

4.2 Reformulation

To solve problem (2), we apply techniques in Wasserstein distributionally robust optimization

(Shafieezadeh-Abadeh et al., 2019) and derive its tractable reformulation. To do so, we assume that

for every fixed w, the integrand Lpfwpx̃q, ỹq in EPrLpfwpx̃q, ỹqs is bounded above by a Lipschitz

continuous function; this assumption is mild, and all examples introduced in Section 3 satisfy this

assumption.

Proposition 4.2. For every s P S and any fixed w P W,

sup
PsPPs

EPsrLpfwpx̃q, ỹqs “ inf
λs,αs

!

ρsλs `
1

Ns
eJαs : pλs,αs,wq P Ωs

)

,
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where Ωs Ď R` ˆ RNs ˆ W is defined as the following set
#

pλs, αs, wq : sup
px,yqPΞ

Lpfwpxq, yq ´ λsdppx, yq, px̂si, ŷsiqq ď αsi, @i P Is

+

.

In particular, problem (2) is equivalent to

inf
wPW

max
qPQ

ÿ

sPS
qs ¨ inf

λs,αs

!

ρsλs `
1

Ns
eJαs : pλs,αs,wq P Ωs

)

. (3)

Notice that different applications (e.g., SVM or logistics regression) would lead of different Ωs, as

it depends on both the loss function L and the function fw. In many cases, including all the examples

covered in Section 3, one could further simplify Ωs based on the particular structure of L, fw, and d.

We refer interested readers to Appendix B for a detailed discussion on these simplifications. On the

other hand, problem (3) offers a unified formulation for various applications. This is because all the

problem-specific mathematical structure is now encapsulated in Ωs, while other parts of (3) remain

generic and adaptable to different cases.

The above proposition reformulates the problem (1) into a min-max-min problem where the

inner minimization problem is decomposed into S smaller optimization problems. In particular, all

the training samples tpx̂i, ŷiqu
Ns
i“1 in client s are only relevant to the sth inner minimization problem.

Therefore, one could apply idea from algorithms for solving minimax problems, such as double-loop

method (Nouiehed et al., 2019), which allows one to train DRFL in a federated setting.

Using double-loop methods to solve (3), however, would lead to algorithms that have two layers

of subproblems, which is not ideal from a computational perspective. In what follows, we take one

step further to simplify the problems. Notice that for any fixed w P W , Ωs is convex in pλs,αsq, even

if L or fw are non-convex. Therefore, by duality and minimax theorem, we obtain the following.

Theorem 4.3. Suppose Q “ tq P ∆S | }q ´ q̂}p ď θu for some q̂ P ∆S, θ ą 0, and p ě 1. Then

Problem (2) is equivalent to

inf q̂Jpz ` ηq ` θ ¨ }z ` γe ` η}p˚

s.t. zs “ ρsλs `
1

Ns
eJαs, pλs,αs,wq P Ωs @s P S

w P W, γ P R, η P RS
`, z P RS , λs P R, αs P RNs @s P S,

(4)

where Ωs is defined as in Proposition 4.2.
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In Theorem 4.3, we specify Q to be an intersection of a probability simplex ∆S and a ℓp-norm

ball with center q̂ and radius θ. Two reasonable choices for setting q̂ are q̂s “ Ns{
ř

s1PS Ns1 and

q̂s “ 1{S for all s P S, which correspond to assigning weights qs as a proportion to the total data in

client s and considering all clients to be equally important, respectively.

At the first glance, problem (4) may not exhibit a natural structure for federated learning, which

requires clients do not share their data when optimizing the model parameter w. As we will show in

the next section, however, one could design a scalable first-order method to optimize problem (4) in

a federated setting.

5 An ADMM-Based Algorithm

In this section, we propose an efficient first-order method to solve our proposed DRFL based on the

ADMM algorithm (Beck, 2017). In particular, we provide a novel splitting and apply the alternating

direction linearized proximal method of multipliers (AD-LPMM) algorithm to solve (4), where

additional details are provided in Appendix E. Our method inherits the properties of AD-LPMM,

and so it is exact and is guaranteed to converge. If (4) is convex, our algorithm converges to

optimality at an Op1{kq rate Beck (2017). More examples and details are provided in Appendix B.

If (4) is non-convex, the algorithm nevertheless converges to critical points (Bolte et al., 2014).

We first clarify that SGD and its variants are not well-suited to solve DRFL exactly. Notice that

(4) is a constrained optimization problem where all samples are parameters of the constraints; thus,

the projection step in any SGD-like method would require simultaneous access to all data, violating

the nature of FL settings. Similarly, using off-the-shelf solvers (e.g. Gurobi) to solve (4) is also not

applicable in FL settings. Moreover, these solvers suffer from poor scalability.

As mentioned before, related algorithms such as double loop methods can be used to solve (3)

(which is equivalent to (4)), but they will lead to the explosion of sub-problems. In particular, double

loop methods would treat (3) as a single minimization problem where at each iteration, one has to

solve a sub-problem which itself is a maximin problem, which can be solved using another double

loop method. As we apply double loop method recursively, the number of iterations required should

be quadratic to the number of iterations needed in usual first order methods.

To this end, we propose the AD-LPMM algorithm to solve (4); we first reformulate (4) and

11



obtain
min q̂Jt` θ ¨ }t}p˚ ´ γ

s.t. t “ z ` γe ` η, w “ ŵs @s P S

zs “ ρsλs `
1

Ns
eJαs, pλs,αs, ŵsq P Ωs @s P S

w P Rm, z P RS , t P RS , γ P R

η P RS
`, λs P R,αs P RNs , ŵs P W @s P S,

(5)

from which we can split primal variables into two groups, pw, t, zq and pη, γ, tλsu, tαsu, tŵsuq,

with separate primal updates. Since AD-LPMM is based on the optimization of the augmented

Lagrangian, we assign σ, tψsu, and tζsu to be the dual variables that are correspond to the linear

equality constraints in problem (5). In what follows, we will describe the proposed algorithm that is

summarized in Algorithm 1. We refer interested readers to the Appendix E for a detailed explanation

of the mathematical details of this proposed algorithm.

Update for w, t and z

Follow by the framework AD-LPMM, we split the primal variables into two groups and update them

sequentially. For the update of the first group of variables pw, t, zq, we optimize the augmented

Lagrangian of problem (5) with a proximity term and stepsize c ą 0 while fixing all other variables.

By choosing the proximity term carefully (see Appendix E), this optimization problem is separable

and each of subproblems can be solved analytically. Thus, the update for pw, t, zq can be represented

by the following operators. The primal update operator for w is defined as

Pwptŵsu, tψsuq “
1

cS

´

ÿ

sPS
pcŵs ´ψsq

¯

, (6)

where the primal variables tŵsu and dual variables tψsu are considered to be fixed when updating

w. Similarly, the primal update operator for z is defined as

Pzpt, z,η, γ, tλsu, tαsu, ζ,σq “
1

1 ` 2S
¨

”

π ` t´ z ´ γ ¨ e ´ η ` 2S ¨ z `
ζ ` σ

c

ı

. (7)

Here, the notation t and z represents the values of t and z from the previous iteration, respectively.

Throughout the discussion, we will consistently use the overline notation to denote the values from

the previous iteration. Finally, we have

Ptpt, z,η, γ,σq “ u´
θ

2Sc
¨ ProjB}¨}p r0,1s

ˆ

2Sc

θ
¨ u

˙

, (8)
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Algorithm 1 AD-LPMM for Problem (4)

1: Input: Set k “ 0, stepsize c ą 0, initial value w0, t0, z0, η0, γ0, λ0
s, α0

s, ŵ0
s

2: while Not satisfying stopping criterion do

3: // Primal update (run on server)

4: wk`1 Ð Pwptŵk
s u, tψk

s uq // see equation (6)

5: zk`1 Ð Pzptk, zk,ηk, γk, tλk
su, tαk

su, ζk,σkq // see equation (7)

6: tk`1 Ð Ptpt
k, zk,ηk, γk,σkq // see equation (8)

7: ηk`1 Ð Pηptk`1, zk`1,ηk, γk,σkq // see equation (9)

8: γk`1 Ð Pγptk`1, zk`1,ηk, γk,σkq // see equation (10)

9: // Primal update (run on client s)

10: for s “ 1 to S do

11: pλk`1
s ,αk`1

s , ŵk`1
s q Ð Cspwk`1

s , zk`1
s ,ψk

s , ζ
k
s q

12: end for

13: // Dual update

14: σk`1 Ð σk ` c ¨ ptk`1 ´ zk`1 ´ γk`1e ´ ηk`1q

15: for s “ 1 to S do

16: ψk`1
s Ð ψk

s ` c ¨ pwk`1 ´ ŵk`1
s q

17: ζk`1
s Ð ζks ` c ¨ pρsλ

k`1
s ` 1

Ns
eJαk`1

s ´ zk`1
s q

18: end for

k Ð k ` 1

19: end while

20: Output: Solution wk

where u “ t´ pq̂ ` σ ` c ¨ pt´ z ´ γe ´ ηqq{p2Scq and ProjB}¨}p r0,1sp¨q represents the operator of

orthogonal projection onto the ℓp unit ball B}¨}pr0, 1s. It is worth noting that this projection can be

computed efficiently for p “ 1, 2,8 (see Appendix E).

Update for η and γ

For the update of the second group of variables pη, γ, tλsu, tαsu, tŵsuq, we again optimize the

augmented Lagrangian of problem (5) with a proximity term and stepsize c ą 0 while fixing all

other variables. Due to the specific structure of this problem, we can separately update η, γ, and
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ptλsu, tαsu, tŵsuq. The primal update operator for η is defined as

Pηpt, z,η, γ,σq “

„

η `
1

2S
¨

ˆ

1

c
¨ σ ´ γ ¨ e ´ η ` t´ z

˙ȷ

`

. (9)

Similarly, the primal update operator for γ is defined as

Pγpt, z,η, γ,σq “ γ `
1 ` σJe ` c ¨ p´γe ´ η ` t´ zqJe

2Sc
. (10)

Update for tλsu, tαsu and tŵsu

The update for tλsu, tαsu and tŵsu can be done separately on pλs,αs, ŵsq for each s P S. For any

s P S, we denote Cspws, zs,ψs, ζsq as

argmin
pλs,αs,ŵsqPΩs

ζs

ˆ

ρsλs `
1

Ns
eJαs

˙

´ψJ
s ŵs `

c

2
¨ }w ´ ŵs}22 `

c

2

ˆ

ρsλs `
1

Ns
eJαs ´ zs

˙2

.

Here, the notation Cs is used to indicate that this operator should be executed at the end of the sth

client. This is because the update of pλs,αs, ŵsq involves the set Ωs and, consequently, the training

samples tpx̂i, ŷiqu
Ns
i“1 in client s.

The optimization problem associated with Cs can be viewed as computing the regularized

worst-case expected loss of client s. This can be observed from Proposition 4.2, where the problem

infpλs,αs,wqPΩs
tρsλs ` eJαs{Nsu represents the worst-case expected loss of client s. The first term

in the objective function of Cs is a weighted value of that worst-case expected loss. Additionally,

the second and third terms in the objective function of Cs correspond to the optimization of the

“local weight parameter” ŵs. Specifically, these terms penalize significant deviations of ŵs from

the “global” model parameter w. The forth term in the objective function of Cs penalizes when

ρsλs ` eJαs{Ns deviates from zs, where they should be the same for feasibility, as shown in (5).

Inspired by the above observation, one can approximate Cspws, zs,ψs, ζsq by approximating Ωs

with a sample of data there. That is, we sample a subset of Is, called Ĩs, at every iteration where

|Ĩs| ! |Is|, then we replace Is by Ĩs in the definition of Cs. The intuition behind this approximation

strategy is that by using a smaller amount of data, one can estimate the worst-case expected loss of

client s. The model parameter w is then updated based on these approximate worst-case expected

losses. Since Ĩs is sampled at every iteration, different training samples will be used to update w at

different iterations, and so the final model parameter w is still expected to be sufficiently robust.

We emphasize that it is not necessary to conduct exact updates in ADMM, and the convergence
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rate has been proved to be consistent with Op1{kq by inexact update in Bai et al. (2022); Xie and

Shanbhag (2019).

Update for Dual Variables

The update of dual variables is to take the gradient ascent direction in the dual problem, and this

ascent direction is in fact the terms in the equality constraints (Beck, 2017), as shown in Algorithm 1.

6 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we compare the performances of DRFL with the standard (non-robust) approach,

DRFA (Deng et al., 2020b), AFL (Mohri et al., 2019) and WAFL (Nguyen et al., 2022) in three

commonly-used datasets: heart (Dua and Graff, 2017), breast-cancer (Wolberg, 1992), and abalone

(Nash et al., 1995) for SVM problem and HR problem. In this experiment, we compare the out-of-

sample performance between the proposed DRFL and other approaches in SVM and HR problems,

to stand for regression and classification problems, respectively.

To assess the noise robustness of the models, we introduce different levels of Gaussian attribute

noise into the training and testing data to create data heterogeneity among clients and simulate a

noisy environment, respectively. We train and compare DRFL with other models in SVM problem

on two scaled benchmark datasets: breast-cancer (Wolberg, 1992) and heart (Dua and Graff, 2017),

and HR problem on dataset abalone (Nash et al., 1995). All optimization problems in this section

are solved on an Intel 3.6 GHz processor with 32GB RAM. Except for our proposed DRFL, we

also solve DRFA (Deng et al., 2020b), AFL (Mohri et al., 2019), WAFL (Nguyen et al., 2022) and

standard approach (baseline), where standard SVM and standard in FL setting are depicted in the

followings.

Corollary 6.1. (Standard HR) If L represents the Huber loss function with threshold ϵ ą 0 and

Ξ “ Rn`1, then the form of standard HR problem is

min
1

S

ÿ

sPS

1

Ns

ÿ

iPIs

ˆ

1

2
t2si ` ϵ ¨ αsi

˙

s.t. xw, x̂siy ´ ŷsi ´ tsi ď αsi @s P S, i P Is

tsi ´ xw, x̂siy ` ŷsi ď αsi @s P S, i P Is

w P Rn, ts, αs P RNs @s P S.
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Corollary 6.2. (Standard SVM) If L represents the hinge loss function, then the form of standard

SVM problem is

min
1

S

ÿ

sPS

1

Ns
eJαs

s.t. 1 ´ ŷsi xw, x̂siy ď αsi @s P S, i P Is

w P Rn, αs P RNs
` @s P S.

Besides, we solve DRFL models with d in ℓ1-norm for the sake of tractability (Blanchet et al.,

2022). We assume two special support sets for x in the SVM problem and exhibit equivalent

reformulations for Ωs in the followings.

Proposition 6.3. (SVM - Special Case 1) If X “ tx P Rn : ´e ď x ď eu, then pλs,αs,wq P Ωs is

equivalent to the following constraints
$

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

%

1 `
@

´ŷsiw ´ π`
si ` τ`

si , x̂si

D

`
@

π`
si ` τ`

si , e
D

ď αsi @i P Is

1 `
@

ŷsiw ´ π´
si ` τ´

si , x̂si

D

`
@

π´
si ` τ´

si , e
D

´ κ ¨ λs ď αsi @i P Is

}π`
si ´ τ`

si ` ŷsiw}˚ ď λs @i P Is

}π´
si ´ τ´

si ´ ŷsiw}˚ ď λs @i P Is

λs P R`, αs P RNs
` , w P Rn, π`

si, π
´
si, τ

`
si , τ

´
si P Rn

` @i P Is.

Proposition 6.4. (SVM - Special Case 2) If X “ tx P Rn : 0 ď x ď eu, then pλs,αs,wq P Ωs is

equivalent to the following constraints
$

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

%

1 `
@

´ŷsiw ´ π`
si ` τ`

si , x̂si

D

`
@

π`
si , e

D

ď αsi @i P Is

1 `
@

ŷsiw ´ π´
si ` τ´

si , x̂si

D

`
@

π´
si , e

D

´ κ ¨ λs ď αsi @i P Is

}π`
si ´ τ`

si ` ŷsiw}˚ ď λs @i P Is

}π´
si ´ τ´

si ´ ŷsiw}˚ ď λs @i P Is

λs P R`, αs P RNs
` , w P Rn, π`

si, π
´
si, τ

`
si , τ

´
si P Rn

` @i P Is.

Prior to conduct this experiment, we split 60% of the dataset as the training set and 40% as the

test set, and randomly split both sets into 3 client sample sets, i.e., S “ 3. Besides, we employ 5-Fold

cross-validation to select parameter values in this experiment, while accuracy and mean squared

error (MSE) are used as performance metrics for classification and regression models, respectively.

Meanwhile, we set a commonly used value of ϵ “ 1.35 for HR problem to conduct the experiment.
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6.1 Performance Comparison Based on Class-Balanced Datasets

To assess the robustness of models, we introduce Gaussian noise into client 1’s training set, with

a zero-mean and 0.5 standard deviation (SD) Gaussian noise into the heart and abalone dataset,

while a 0.5 mean and 0.5 SD Gaussian noise is added into the breast-cancer dataset. Furthermore,

different levels of Gaussian attribute noises are added to the test data. First, we inject Gaussian

noise with fixed SD and test with different mean levels. Second, we introduce Gaussian noise with

fixed mean and various SD. Third, different Gaussian noises with a certain mean and SD, which

mean = ratio * SD, here ratio is a constant. And we tune different parameters from different sets,

that is, ρs P t1e ´ 6, 1e ´ 5, 1e ´ 4, 1e ´ 3, 1e ´ 2, 2e ´ 6, 2e ´ 5, 2e ´ 4, 2e ´ 3, 2e ´ 2, 5e ´ 6, 5e ´

4, 5e´ 2, 5e´ 1, 1e` 0u, κ P t1e´ 1, 2e´ 1, 3e´ 1, 4e´ 1, 5e´ 1, 6e´ 1, 7e´ 1, 8e´ 1, 9e´ 1, 1e` 0u,

and θ P t1e ´ 5, 1e ´ 4, 1e ´ 3, 1e ´ 2, 1e ´ 1, 1e ` 0u.
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Figure 2. (Heart and Abalone datasets) Comparing noise resilience among our proposed

DRFL, DRFA (Deng et al., 2020b), AFL (Mohri et al., 2019), WAFL (Nguyen et al., 2022)

and Standard FL (baseline). Gaussian noise with increasing mean and fixed standard

deviation (SD) (left). Gaussian noise with increasing SD and fixed mean (middle).

Gaussian noise with mean = constant ˚ SD (right). Remark: DRFA and standard

HR exhibit equally suboptimal performance, with their results overlapping of Abalone

dataset.
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Figure 3. (Breast-cancer dataset) Comparing noise resilience among our proposed DRFL,

DRFA (Deng et al., 2020b), AFL (Mohri et al., 2019), WAFL (Nguyen et al., 2022) and

Standard SVM (baseline). Gaussian noise with increasing mean and fixed SD = 2 (left).

Gaussian noise with increasing SD and fixed mean = 0 (middle). Gaussian noise with

mean = 2 * SD (right).

Figure 2 and 3 show the result of noise tolerance of DRFL compared with other models. Figure 2

present results of different noise tolerance of DRFL compared with other methods in two datasets

for SVM problem (figures in the first line) and HR problem (figures in the second line). Figure 3

demonstrates that the DRFL achieves a higher accuracy compared with other approaches in most

cases, which suggests that DRFL performs well in the presence of noise, even at high levels. As we

can see, DRFL outperforms other models in high-noise environments in most cases. We also test the

applicability of DRFL to more complicated settings, such as class-imbalanced datasets (shown in

Figure 4 and 5).

6.2 Performance Comparison Based on Class-Imbalanced Datasets

Furthermore, we also show the results of noise tolerance of DRFL under imbalance class scenarios in

Figure 4 and 5. We have partitioned the heart and breast cancer datasets into imbalanced cases. To

address this, we first identify the majority class in the training set of each client. Then, we set a

ratio for the sample data of the minority class. Specifically, for client 1 and 2, we randomly selected

a ratio of 0.5 and for client 3 we experimented with a ratio of 1.0. The rest of the training setup

remains the same as described in Section 6.1. The following results showcase the performance of the

model when confronted with imbalanced classes.
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Figure 4. (Breast-cancer dataset) Comparing noise resilience in imbalances class scenario

among our proposed DRFL, DRFA (Deng et al., 2020b), AFL (Mohri et al., 2019), WAFL

(Nguyen et al., 2022) and Standard SVM (baseline). Gaussian noise with increasing

mean and fixed SD = 0.4 (left). Gaussian noise with increasing SD and fixed mean = 0.1

(middle). Gaussian noise with mean = 2 * SD (right).
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Figure 5. (Heart dataset) Comparing noise resilience in imbalance class scenario among

our proposed DRFL, DRFA (Deng et al., 2020b), AFL (Mohri et al., 2019), WAFL

(Nguyen et al., 2022) and Standard SVM (baseline). Gaussian noise with increasing mean

and fixed standard deviation (SD) = 0.1 (left). Gaussian noise with increasing SD and

fixed mean = 0.5 (middle). Gaussian noise with mean = 0.5*SD (right).

7 Conclusion and Limitations

We introduce DRFL to address data heterogeneity and distributional ambiguity in FL, and propose

a tractable reformulation and an ADMM-based algorithm to efficiently solve our model. Numerical

results depict that DRFL outperforms other models. For the limitations, we currently focus on the

centralized settings with a center server, thus, the future work includes improving communication

and developing algorithms based on distributed structure.
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A Technical Results and Proofs

Proof of Proposition 4.2. We first reformulate supPPP EPrLpfwpx̃q, ỹqs as

sup
PPP

EPrLpfwpx̃q, ỹqs “ max
qPQ

sup
PsPPs,sPS

ÿ

sPS
qs ¨ EPsrLpfwpx̃q, ỹqs “ max

qPQ

ÿ

sPS
qs ¨ sup

PsPPs

EPsrLpfwpx̃q, ỹqs.

Denote ξ “ px, yq on Ξ and by the definition of Wasserstein ball, we have

sup
PsPPs

EPsrLpfwpx̃q, ỹqs “

$

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

%

sup
Πs

ş

Ξ2 Lpfwpxq, yqΠspdξ, dξ1q

s.t.
ş

Ξ2 dpξ, ξ1qΠspdξ, dξ1q ď ρs

Πs is a joint distribution of ξ and ξ1

with marginals Ps and P̂s

“

$

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

%

sup
Psi

1

Ns

ÿ

iPIs

ż

Ξ
Lpfwpxq, yqPsipdξq

s.t.
1

Ns

ÿ

iPIs

ż

Ξ
dpξ, ξ̂siqPsipdξq ď ρs

ż

Ξ
Psipdξq “ 1, @s P S,@i P Is,

(11)

where Psi is the conditional distribution of px, yq given px1, y1q “ ξ̂si “ px̂si, ŷsiq for client s. Using

a standard duality argument, we add dual variable λs and reformulate (11) as

sup
Psi

inf
λsě0

"

1

Ns

ÿ

iPIs

ż

Ξ
Lpfwpxq, yqPsipdpx, yqq ` λs

”

ρs ´
1

Ns

ÿ

iPIs

ż

Ξ
dppx, yq, px̂si, ŷsiqqPsipdpx, yqq

ı

*

ď inf
λsě0

"

ρsλs ` sup
Psi

1

Ns

ÿ

iPIs

ż

Ξ

”

Lpfwpxq, yq ´ λsdppx, yq, px̂si, ŷsiqq

ı

Psipdpx, yqq

*

“ inf
λsě0

"

ρsλs `
1

Ns

ÿ

iPIs

sup
px,yqPΞ

”

Lpfwpxq, yq ´ λsdppx, yq, px̂si, ŷsiqq

ı

*

,

where the inequality can be converted to equality since strong duality holds for any ρs ą 0 due to

Proposition 3.4 in (Shapiro, 2001). Using epigraphical reformulation, the above problem is equivalent

to
inf

!

ρsλs `
1

Ns
eJαs

)

s.t. sup
px,yqPΞ

Lpfwpxq, yq ´ λsdppx, yq, px̂si, ŷsiqq ď αsi @i P Is

λs P R`, αs P RNs ,

which yields to the statement in Proposition 4.2.
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Proposition A.1. The dual of the following optimization problem

max zJq

s.t. }q ´ q̂}p ď θ

eJq “ 1

q P RS
`

is
min q̂Jpz ` γe ` ηq ` β ¨ θ ´ γ

s.t. }z ` γe ` η}p˚ ď β

β P R`, γ P R, η P RS
`.

Proof of Proposition A.1. The Lagrangian dual function associated with the primal problem is

gpβ, γ,ηq “ max
qPRS

zJq ` β ¨ pθ ´ }q ´ q̂}pq ` γ ¨ peJq ´ 1q ` ηJq

“ max
qPRS

qJpz ` γe ` ηq ´ β ¨ }q ´ q̂}p ` β ¨ θ ´ γ,

where β P R`, γ P R, and η P RS
`. By changing variables and applying convex conjugate, we have

max
qPRS

qJpz ` γe ` ηq ´ β ¨ }q ´ q̂}p ` β ¨ θ ´ γ

“ max
qPRS

pq ´ q̂qJpz ` γe ` ηq ´ β ¨ }q ´ q̂}p ` q̂Jpz ` γe ` ηq ` β ¨ θ ´ γ

“

$

&

%

q̂Jpz ` γe ` ηq ` β ¨ θ ´ γ if }z ` γe ` η}p˚ ď β

8 otherwise.

Therefore, we obtain the desired result.

Proof of Theorem 4.3. As stated in Proposition 4.2, we have

sup
PPP

EPrLpỹ xw, x̃yqs

“ max
qPQ

ÿ

sPS
qs ¨ inf

pλs,αs,wqPΩs

!

ρsλs `
1

Ns
eJαs

)

“ inf
pλs,αs,wqPΩs,sPS

max
qPQ

ÿ

sPS
qs ¨

!

ρsλs `
1

Ns
eJαs

)

,

where the last equality holds due to minimax theorem, since the objective function is continuous

and concave-convex, Q and Ωs are convex, and Q is compact. By applying Proposition A.1 and the
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definition of Q, we can reformulate problem (2) as

inf
!

min q̂Jpz ` γe ` ηq ` β ¨ θ ´ γ
)

s.t. }z ` γe ` η}p˚ ď β

zs “ ρsλs `
1

Ns
eJαs @s P S

pλs,αs,wq P Ωs @s P S

w P W, β P R`, γ P R, η P RS
`, z P RS , λs P R, αs P RNs @s P S,

which is equivalent to

inf q̂Jpz ` ηq ` θ ¨ }z ` γe ` η}p˚

s.t. zs “ ρsλs `
1

Ns
eJαs @s P S

pλs,αs,wq P Ωs @s P S

w P W, γ P R, η P RS
`, z P RS , λs P R, αs P RNs @s P S,

where we merge minimum into infimum and diminish β for simplicity. Thus we obtain the desired

result.

Proof of Proposition 6.3. According to the form of (15), if X “ tx P Rn : ´e ď x ď eu, we

should set C “ rI ´ IsJ and d “ reJ eJsJ, because ´e ď x ď e is equivalent to the following two

inequalities

x ď e and ´ x ď e.

We split ϕ`
si into two variables, π`

si and τ`
si , while split ϕ´

si into π´
si and τ´

si in the same way. Then

we have

CJϕ`
si “ π`

si ´ τ`
si ,

and

CJϕ´
si “ π´

si ´ τ´
si .

Also, we can derive
@

ϕ`
si,d´Cx̂si

D

“
@

π`
si , e ´ x

D

`
@

τ`
si , e ` x

D

,

and
@

ϕ´
si,d´Cx̂si

D

“
@

π´
si , e ´ x

D

`
@

τ´
si , e ` x

D

.

By substituting the above equations into the reformulation in Corollary B.4, we can obtain the

desired result.
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Proof of Proposition 6.4. According to the form of (15), if X “ tx P Rn : 0 ď x ď eu, then we

should set C “ rI ´ IsJ and d “ reJ 0JsJ, because 0 ď x ď e is equivalent to the following two

inequalities

x ď e and ´ x ď 0.

We split ϕ`
si into two variables, π`

si and τ`
si , while split ϕ´

si into π´
si and τ´

si in the same way. Then

we have

CJϕ`
si “ π`

si ´ τ`
si ,

and

CJϕ´
si “ π´

si ´ τ´
si .

Also, we can derive
@

ϕ`
si,d´Cx̂si

D

“
@

π`
si , e ´ x

D

`
@

τ`
si , x

D

,

and
@

ϕ´
si,d´Cx̂si

D

“
@

π´
si , e ´ x

D

`
@

τ´
si , x

D

.

By substituting the above equations into the reformulation in Corollary B.4, we can obtain the

desired result.

Proof of Corollary 6.1. As shown in Section 3, the standard federated learning problem is in the

form of problem (1). If L represents the Huber loss function, then problem (1) becomes

min
wPW

1

S

ÿ

sPS

1

Ns

ÿ

iPIs

LRpxw, x̂siy ´ ŷsiq

“ min
wPW

1

S

ÿ

sPS

1

Ns

ÿ

iPIs

min
tsi

!1

2
t2si ` ϵ ¨ | xw, x̂siy ´ ŷsi ´ tsi|

)

,

where the equality holds due to the equivalent reformulation of Huber loss function (Shafieezadeh-

Abadeh et al., 2019). We then transform the above problem into the epigraphic form by adding

variables tαsiu, which leads to the following form

min
1

S

ÿ

sPS

1

Ns

ÿ

iPIs

ˆ

1

2
t2si ` ϵ ¨ αsi

˙

s.t. | xw, x̂siy ´ ŷsi ´ tsi| ď αsi @s P S, i P Is

w P W, ts, αs P RNs @s P S.
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To delete the absolute operator, we split the inequality constraints into two equivalent constraints
$

&

%

xw, x̂siy ´ ŷsi ´ tsi ď αsi @s P S, i P Is

tsi ´ xw, x̂siy ` ŷsi ď αsi @s P S, i P Is,

and obtain the desired result.

Proof of Corollary 6.2. As shown in Section 3, the standard federated learning problem is in the

form of problem (1). If L represents the hinge loss function, then problem (1) becomes

min
wPW

1

S

ÿ

sPS

1

Ns

ÿ

iPIs

LCpŷsi xw, ŵsiyq

“ min
wPW

1

S

ÿ

sPS

1

Ns

ÿ

iPIs

max
␣

0, 1 ´ ŷsi xw, x̂siy
(

,

We then transform the above problem into the epigraphic form by adding variables tαsiu, which

leads to the following form

min
1

S

ÿ

sPS

1

Ns
eJαs

s.t. max
␣

0, 1 ´ ŷsi xw, x̂siy
(

ď αsi @s P S, i P Is

w P W, αs P RNs @s P S.

To delete the maximum operator, we split the inequality constraints into two equivalent constraints
$

&

%

0 ď αsi @s P S, i P Is

1 ´ ŷsi xw, x̂siy ď αsi @s P S, i P Is,

and obtain the desired result.

B Reformulations for DRFL for Different Machine Learning Models

B.1 Different Definitions for Metric d

We assume transportation metric d has different definitions in different applications. In this paper,

we mainly discuss regression and classification problems, so we denote dR and dC as the metric for

these two problems, respectively, and show the definitions as

dRppx, yq, px̂, ŷqq “ }x´ x̂} ` κ ¨ |y ´ ŷ|, (12)

and

dCppx, yq, px̂, ŷqq “ }x´ x̂} ` κ ¨ Ity‰ŷu, (13)
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for some κ ą 0. Here, It¨u represents an indicator function. Equation of dRp¨q and dCp¨q represent

the distance metric for regression and classification problems, respectively. In equation (12), }x´ x̂}

represents the distance (in norm) between the input vectors x and x̂, which measures the dissimilarity

between the input features, and |y ´ ŷ| means the absolute difference between the output values

y and ŷ, which quantifies the dissimilarity between the target outputs. Here, κ denotes the cost

associated with shifting probability mass across the output space in regression problem. A larger

value of κ places more emphasis on minimizing the output difference.

In equation (13), It¨u represents an indicator function, which equals to 1 if the output labels y

and ŷ are different, and 0 otherwise. It serves as a penalty term when the labels are not the same.

Here, κ quantifies the penalty incurred when changing a label y in classification problems. A larger

value of κ increases the penalty for misclassification.

As we mentioned before, Ωs can be simplified into different forms based on different structures of

L, fw and d. In the following, we refer to some definitions of L, fw and d, as well as results in prior

work (Shafieezadeh-Abadeh et al., 2019) to demonstrate the simplifications for Ωs.

B.2 Simplifications for Ωs (Regression Models)

In regression models, the output y is continuous and Y “ R. We assume that loss functions are in

the form of Lpfwpxq, yq “ LRpxw,xy ´ yq and Ξ is convex and closed. In the following, we explicitly

demonstrate Ωs for Huber, ϵ-intensive and pinball loss functions. The model parameter w is in

W “ Rn. We also assume that the support set Ξ can be represented as

Ξ “ tpx, yq P Rn`1 : C1x` c2y ď d,C1 P Rrˆn, c2 P Rr,d P Rru, (14)

for ϵ-intensive and pinball loss functions under the assumption that there exists a Slater point

pxS , ySq P Rn`1 with C1xS ` c2yS ă d.

Corollary B.1. (HR) If L represents the Huber loss function with threshold ϵ ě 0 and Ξ “ Rn`1,

then pλs,αs,wq P Ωs is equivalent to the following constraints
$

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

%

1{2µ2
si ` ϵ| xw, x̂siy ´ ŷsi ´ µsi| ď αsi @i P Is

ϵ}pw,´1q}˚ ď λs

λs P R`, αs P RNs , w P Rn, µs P RNs .
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In particular, due to the convexity of above equivalent constraints, we can conclude that both

problem (4) and (5) are convex and solvable in this setting.

Corollary B.2. (SVR) If L represents the ϵ-intensive loss function for some ϵ ě 0 and Ξ is in the

form of (14), then pλs,αs,wq P Ωs is equivalent to the following constraints
$

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

%

ŷsi ´ xw, x̂siy ´ ϵ `
@

ϕ`
si,d´C1x̂si ´ c2ŷsi

D

ď αsi @i P Is

xw, x̂siy ´ ŷsi ´ ϵ `
@

ϕ´
si,d´C1x̂si ´ c2ŷsi

D

ď αsi @i P Is

}pCJ
1 ϕ

`
si `w, cJ

2 ϕ
`
si ´ 1q}˚ ď λs @i P Is

}pCJ
1 ϕ

´
si ´w, cJ

2 ϕ
´
si ` 1q}˚ ď λs @i P Is

λs P R`, αs P RNs
` , w P Rn, ϕ`

si, ϕ
´
si P Rr

` @i P Is.

In particular, due to the convexity of above equivalent constraints, we can conclude that both

problem (4) and (5) are convex and solvable in this setting.

Corollary B.3. (Quantile Regression) If L represents the pinball loss function for some ϵ P r0, 1s

and Ξ is in the form of (14), then pλs,αs,wq P Ωs is equivalent to the following constraints
$

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

%

ϵpŷsi ´ xw, x̂siyq `
@

ϕ`
si,d´C1x̂si ´ c2ŷsi

D

ď αsi @i P Is

p1 ´ ϵqpxw, x̂siy ´ ŷsiq `
@

ϕ´
si,d´C1x̂si ´ c2ŷsi

D

ď αsi @i P Is

}pCJ
1 ϕ

`
si ` ϵw, cJ

2 ϕ
`
si ´ ϵq}˚ ď λs @i P Is

}pCJ
1 ϕ

´
si ´ p1 ´ ϵqw, cJ

2 ϕ
´
si ` 1 ´ ϵq}˚ ď λs @i P Is

λs P R`, αs P RNs
` , w P Rn, ϕ`

si, ϕ
´
si P Rr

` @i P Is.

In particular, due to the convexity of above equivalent constraints, we can conclude that both

problem (4) and (5) are convex and solvable in this setting.

B.3 Simplifications for Ωs (Classification Models)

In classification models, the output y is categorical and Y “ t´1, `1u. We assume that loss

functions are in the form of Lpfwpxq, yq “ LCpy xw,xyq and X is convex and closed. In the following,

we explicitly demonstrate Ωs for hinge loss, smooth hinge loss and logloss functions. The model

parameter w is in W “ Rn. We also assume that the support set X can be represented as

X “ tx P Rn : Cx ď d,C P Rrˆn,d P Rru, (15)

for the hinge loss function under the assumption that X admits a Slater point xS P Rn with

CxS ă d.
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Corollary B.4. (SVM) If L represents the hinge loss function, and the support set X is in the form

of (15), then pλs,αs,wq P Ωs is equivalent to the following constraints
$

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

%

1 ´ ŷsi xw, x̂siy `
@

ϕ`
si,d´Cx̂si

D

ď αsi @i P Is

1 ` ŷsi xw, x̂siy `
@

ϕ´
si,d´Cx̂si

D

´ κ ¨ λs ď αsi @i P Is

}CJϕ`
si ` ŷsiw}˚ ď λs @i P Is

}CJϕ´
si ´ ŷsiw}˚ ď λs @i P Is

λs P R`, αs P RNs
` , w P Rn, ϕ`

si, ϕ
´
si P Rr

` @i P Is.

In particular, due to the convexity of above equivalent constraints, we can conclude that both

problem (4) and (5) are convex and solvable in this setting.

Corollary B.5. (SVM with smooth hinge loss) If L represents the smooth hinge loss function and

X “ Rn, then pλs,αs,wq P Ωs is equivalent to the following constraints
$

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

%

1{2 ¨ pϕ`
si ´ ŷsi xw, x̂siyq2 ` π`

si ď αsi @i P Is

1{2 ¨ pϕ´
si ` ŷsi xw, x̂siyq2 ` π´

si ´ κ ¨ λs ď αsi @i P Is

1 ´ ϕ`
si ď π`

si, 1 ´ ϕ´
si ď π´

si @i P Is

}w}˚ ď λs

λs P R`, αs P RNs , w P Rn, ϕ`
s , ϕ

´
s P RNs , π`

s , π
´
s P RNs

` .

In particular, due to the convexity of above equivalent constraints, we can conclude that both

problem (4) and (5) are convex and solvable in this setting.

Corollary B.6. (Logistics Regression) If L represents the logloss function and X “ Rn, then

pλs,αs,wq P Ωs is equivalent to the following constraints
$

’

’

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

’

’

%

log
`

1 ` expp´ŷsi xw, x̂siyq
˘

ď αsi @i P Is

log
`

1 ` exppŷsi xw, x̂siyq
˘

´ κ ¨ λs ď αsi @i P Is

}w}˚ ď λs

λs P R`, αs P RNs , w P Rn.

In particular, due to the convexity of above equivalent constraints, we can conclude that both

problem (4) and (5) are convex and solvable in this setting.
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C Reformulations for Existed Models

C.1 AFL

When ρs “ 0 for all s P S, DRFL reduces to AFL (Mohri et al., 2019), then we have

inf
wPW

sup
PPP

EPrLpfwpx̃q, ỹqs “ inf
wPW

max
qPQ

ÿ

sPS
qs ¨ EP̂srLpfwpxq, yqs

“ inf
wPW

max
qPQ

ÿ

sPS
qs ¨

1

Ns

ÿ

iPIs

Lpfwpx̂siq, ŷsiq.
(16)

By using the trick in Proposition A.1, problem (16) is equivalent to

inf q̂Jpz ` ηq ` θ ¨ }z ` γe ` η}p˚

s.t. zs “
1

Ns
eJαs @s P S

Lpfwpx̂siq, ŷsiq ď αsi @s P S, i P Is

w P W, γ P R, η P RS
`, z P RS , αs P RNs @s P S,

(17)

C.1.1 For SVM

The loss function for SVM is

Lpfwpxq, yq “ maxt0, 1 ´ py xw,xyqu,

thus we derive the optimization problem (17) as

inf q̂Jpz ` ηq ` θ ¨ }z ` γe ` η}p˚

s.t. zs “
1

Ns
eJαs @s P S

1 ´ ŷsi xw, x̂siy ď αsi @s P S, i P Is

w P W, γ P R, η P RS
`, z P RS , αs P RNs

` @s P S.

(18)

C.1.2 For Huber Regression

The loss function for Huber Regression is

Lpfwpxq, yq “

$

&

%

pxw,xy ´ yq2{2 if | xw,xy ´ y| ď ϵ

ϵp| xw,xy ´ y| ´ ϵ{2q otherwise,
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thus problem (17) becomes

inf q̂Jpz ` ηq ` θ ¨ }z ` γe ` η}p˚

s.t. zs “
1

Ns
eJαs @s P S

1{2µ2
si ` ϵ| xw, x̂siy ´ ŷsi ´ µsi| ď αsi @s P S, i P Is

w P Rn, γ P R, η P RS
`, z P RS , µs,αs P RNs @s P S.

(19)

C.2 DRFA

Suppose ρs “ 0 and Q “ ∆S , DRFL recudes to DRFA (Deng et al., 2020b), and Problem (2) can

also be rewriten as problem (16). Recall that ∆S “ tq P RS
` | eJq “ 1u, then the dual of the

following optimization problem

max zJq

s.t. eJq “ 1

q P RS
`

is
min γ

s.t. z ´ γe ď 0

γ P R

Finally we reformulate the optimization problem (16) as

inf γ

s.t. zs “
1

Ns
eJαs @s P S

zs ´ γ ď 0 @s P S

Lpfwpx̂siq, ŷsiq ď αsi @s P S, i P Is

w P Rn, γ P R, αs P RNs @s P S.

(20)

C.2.1 For SVM

By replacing Lpfwpx̂siq, ŷsiq by the corresponding loss function of SVM, problem (20) becomes

inf γ

s.t. zs “
1

Ns
eJαs @s P S

zs ´ γ ď 0 @s P S

1 ´ ŷsi xw, x̂siy ď αsi @s P S, i P Is

w P Rn, γ P R, αs P RNs
` @s P S.

(21)
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C.2.2 For Huber Regression

By replacing Lpfwpx̂siq, ŷsiq by the corresponding loss function of Huber Regression, problem (20)

becomes
inf γ

s.t. zs “
1

Ns
eJαs @s P S

zs ´ γ ď 0 @s P S

1{2µ2
si ` ϵ| xw, x̂siy ´ ŷsi ´ µsi| ď αsi @s P S, i P Is

w P Rn, γ P R, µs,αs P RNs @s P S.

(22)

D Additional Details on Example 4.1

Consider a simple system containing two clients with distributions P‹
1 and P‹

2 and their weights q1 and

q2, respectively. In this example, we assume P˚
s is a discrete distribution, that is Pspx “ xsiq “ psi,

i P t1, 2, 3u, ps P ∆3. For simplicity, we assume each client has the same Wasserstein radius ρ, and

tune ρ from 0.00001 to 0.5 with step 0.00001.

In the first stage, we examine the probability of containing the underlying distribution P‹ “

q1 ¨ P‹
1 ` q2 ¨ P‹

2, that is, P pP‹ Ď Pq. Here are the four main steps:

1. Generate 1000 samples from P‹. For each sample generation, we first randomly sample the

client type from t1, 2u by the probability q1 and q2, respectively. Then we sample data value

for client s from txs1, xs2, xs3u according to probability tps1, ps2, ps3u, respectively.

2. Establish an empirical distribution P̂agg “ q̂1 ¨ P̂1 ` q̂2 ¨ P̂2 from the generated samples by

calculating q̂s and tp̂s1, p̂s2, p̂s3u, s “ t1, 2u.

3. For a given ρ, check if P̂agg contains P‹, that is to check W pP‹, P̂aggq ď ρ for WAFL and

W pP˚
s , P̂sq ď ρ for DRFL. Tag satisfied P̂agg.

4. Repeat step 1-3 for 100 times for each value of ρ and calculate the proportion of satisfied P̂agg,

i.e., P pP‹ Ď Pq.

In the second stage, we compare the distribution volume for the same guarantee level. Before

that, we conclude a list of ρ, where each component in the list corresponds to the smallest ρ to

achieve different levels of P pP‹ Ď Pq in the first stage. We consider the probability levels from 0.1 to

1 with step 0.05. Here are four main steps:
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1. Generate 1000 samples from P‹ and obtain a fixed empirical distribution P̂f by taking step 1-2

in the first stage.

2. Generate a random distribution P1 by randomly sampling qs and tps1, ps2, ps3u from p0, 1q, and

make sure q1 ` q2 “ 1 as well as
ř3

i“1 psi “ 1 for s “ t1, 2u.

3. For a given probability level and the corresponding smallest ρ, check if P1 is inside P̂f , that is

to check W pP1, P̂f q ď ρ for WAFL, and W pP1
s, P̂fsq ď ρ for DRFL. Tag satisfied P1.

4. Repeat step 2-3 for 10,000 times for different probability level, and calculate the normalized

distribution volume, which equals to (amount of satisfied P1 / 10,000).

E Additional Details on AD-LPMM Algorithm

Since pλs,αs,wq P Ωs can not be represented as linear constraints in λs, αs, and w, we apply the

spirit of AD-LPMM algorithm to split the decision variables of reformulation (5) into two groups

and update them separately. The proposed algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 1. Firstly, we

introduce the augmented Lagrangian

Lpw, t, z,η, γ, tλsu, tαsu, tŵsu; tψsu, ζ,σq

“ q̂Jt` θ ¨ }t}p˚ ´ γ ` σJpt´ z ´ γe ´ ηq `
ÿ

sPS
ζs

ˆ

ρsλs `
1

Ns
eJαs ´ zs

˙

`
ÿ

sPS
ψJ

s pw ´ ŵsq `
c

2
}t´ z ´ γe ´ η}2 `

c

2

ÿ

sPS

ˆ

ρsλs `
1

Ns
eJαs ´ zs

˙2

`
c

2

ÿ

sPS
}w ´ ŵs}2.

To implement the splitting strategy, we will update two groups of pw, t, zq and pη, γ, tλsu, tαsu, tŵsuq

one by one.

E.1 Adding Proximal Term for Updating pw, t, zq

The optimization problem associated with the update for the first group pw, t, zq has the objective

function

q̂Jt` θ ¨ }t}p˚ `σJpt´ zq `
ÿ

sPS
ψJ

s w´ ζJz `
c

2
}t´ z ´ γe ´ η}2 `

c

2

ÿ

sPS
}w´ ŵs}2 `

c

2
}z ´π}22,
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where π P RS with πs “ ρsλs ` 1
Ns

eJαs. To efficiently compute the update, we add a proximity

term as in Alternating Direction Proximal Method of Multipliers (AD-PMM). In particular, we

denote vJ
1 “ rtJ zJs, and we have

}t´ z ´ γe ´ η}2 “ }t´ z}22 ´ 2pt´ zqJpγe ` ηq ` }γe ` η}22

“ }A1v1}22 ´ 2pA1v1qJpγe ` ηq ` }γe ` η}22,

where A1 “ rI ´ Is since A1v1 “ rI ´ Is v1 “ t´ z. Thus, we consider the proximity term with

matrix G1 “ c1I ´ cAJ
1A1 with c1 ě c ¨ λmaxpAJ

1A1q, that is, c1 “ 2Sc. Then we have

c

2
}t´ z ´ γe ´ η}2 `

1

2
}v1 ´ v1}G1

“
c

2

`

}A1v1}22 ´ 2pA1v1qJpγe ` ηq ` }γe ` η}22

˘

`
c1

2
}v1 ´ v1}22 ´

c

2
pv1 ´ v1qJAJ

1A1pv1 ´ v1q

“
c

2

`

´2pA1v1qJpγe ` ηq ` }γe ` η}22

˘

`
c1

2
}v1 ´ v1}22 ´

c

2

`

´2vJ
1A

J
1A1v1 ` vJ

1A
J
1A1v1

˘

“
c

2
}γe ` η}22 ´ cpA1v1qJpγe ` ηq `

c1

2
}v1 ´ v1}22 ` c ¨ vJ

1A
J
1A1v1 ´

c

2
vJ
1A

J
1A1v1

“
c

2
¨ }γe ` η}22 ` c ¨ pA1v1 ´ γe ´ ηqJA1v1 `

c1

2
}v1 ´ v1}22 ´

c

2
vJ
1A

J
1A1v1,

where v1 is the previous iteration value of v1, that is vJ
1 “ rt

J
zJs. Thus, the associated objective

function with the above proximity term becomes

q̂Jt` θ ¨ }t}p˚ ` σJpt´ zq `
ÿ

sPS
ψJ

s w ´ ζJz `
c

2

ÿ

sPS
}w ´ ŵs}2

`
c

2
}z ´ π}22 ` c ¨ pA1v1 ´ γe ´ ηqJA1v1 `

c1

2
}v1 ´ v1}22.

By apply the definition of A1 and v1, we have

q̂Jt` θ ¨ }t}p˚ ` σJpt´ zq `
ÿ

sPS
ψJ

s w ´ ζJz `
c

2

ÿ

sPS
}w ´ ŵs}22 `

c

2
}z ´ π}22

` c ¨ pt´ z ´ γe ´ ηqJpt´ zq `
c1

2
}t´ t}22 `

c1

2
}z ´ z}22.
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E.2 Update for w, t and z

The above objective is seperatable in terms of w, t, and z. We have

Pwptŵsu, tψsuq “ argmin
w

ÿ

sPS
ψJ

s w `
c

2

ÿ

sPS
}w ´ ŵs}2

“ argmin
w

˜

ÿ

sPS
ψs

¸J

w `
c

2

ÿ

sPS
wJw ´ 2ŵJ

s w

“ argmin
w

cS

2
wJw `

˜

ÿ

sPS
pψs ´ cŵsq

¸J

w

“
1

cS

˜

ÿ

sPS
pcŵs ´ψsq

¸

,

and

Pzpη, γ, tλsu, tαsu, ζ,σq

“ argmin
z

σJpt´ zq ´ ζJz `
c

2
}z ´ π}22 ` c ¨ pt´ z ´ γe ´ ηqJpt´ zq `

c1

2
}z ´ z}22

“ argmin
z

p´σ ´ ζ ´ c ¨ pt´ z ´ γe ´ ηqqJz `
c

2
}z ´ π}22 `

c1

2
}z ´ z}22

“
c

c ` c1
¨ pπ ` t´ z ´ γ ¨ e ´ ηq `

c1

c ` c1
¨ z `

1

c ` c1
¨ pζ ` σq

“
1

1 ` 2S
¨

”

π ` t´ z ´ γ ¨ e ´ η ` 2S ¨ z `
ζ ` σ

c

ı

,

where the third inequality holds because the associated optimization is separable for zs. By the first

order condition, we have

´ σs ´ ζs ´ c ¨ pts ´ zs ´ γ ´ ηsq ` c ¨ pzs ´ πsq ` c1pzs ´ zsq “ 0

ðñ zs “
c ¨ πs ` c1 ¨ zs ` ζs ` σs ` c ¨ pts ´ zs ´ γ ´ ηsq

c ` c1
.

And the last equality holds by taking the simple substitution of c1. For the update of t, we have

Ptpη, γ,σq

“ argmin
t

q̂Jt` θ ¨ }t}p˚ ` σJpt´ zq ` c ¨ pt´ z ´ γe ´ ηqJpt´ zq `
c1

2
}t´ t}22

“ argmin
t

pq̂ ` σ ` c ¨ pt´ z ´ γe ´ ηqqJt` θ ¨ }t}p˚ `
c1

2
}t´ t}22

“ proxpθ{c1q }¨}p˚

ˆ

t´
q̂ ` σ ` c ¨ pt´ z ´ γe ´ ηq

c1

˙

“ t´
q̂ ` σ ` c ¨ pt´ z ´ γe ´ ηq

c1
´

θ

c1
¨ ProjB}¨}p r0,1s

ˆ

c1

θ
¨ t´

1

θ
pq̂ ` σ ` c ¨ pt´ z ´ γe ´ ηqq

˙

“ t´
q̂ ` σ ` c ¨ pt´ z ´ γe ´ ηq

2Sc
´

θ

2Sc
¨ ProjB}¨}p r0,1s

ˆ

2Sc

θ
¨ t´

1

θ
pq̂ ` σ ` c ¨ pt´ z ´ γe ´ ηqq

˙

“ u´
θ

2Sc
¨ ProjB}¨}p r0,1s

ˆ

2Sc

θ
¨ u

˙

,
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where u “ t´ pq̂ ` σ ` c ¨ pt´ z ´ γe ´ ηqq{p2Scq. Here, proxf p¨q stands for the proximal mapping

operator, and the third equality holds by applying Theorem 6.13 in Beck (2017). The fourth and

fifth equality follow from Example 6.47 in Beck (2017) and substitution of c1. The definition of

ProjB}¨}p r0,1sp¨q varies depending on the choice of different ℓp norm in the support set Q, and we list

three cases for p “ 1, 2,8 from Table 6.1 in Beck (2017) in the followings.

1. If p “ 1, the operator of projection onto the L1 ball is defined as

ProjB}¨}1
r0,1spxq “

$

&

%

x, if}x}1 ď 1

Tδ˚pxq if}x}1 ą 1,

where δ˚ is any positive root of the nonincreasing function φpδq “ }Tδpxq}1 ´ 1. Tδ is the soft

thresholding operator given by Tδpxq “ rx´ δes` d sgnpxq, where a d b represents Hadamard

product and sgnpxq denotes the sign vector of x.

2. If p “ 2, the operator of projection onto the L2 ball is defined as

ProjB}¨}2
r0,1spxq “

1

maxt}x}2, 1u
¨ x.

3. If p “ 8, we transform set B}¨}8
r0, 1s into the equivalent set Boxr´e, es. According to the

definition of the projection onto the Boxr´e, es, we define

ProjB}¨}8
r0,1spxq “ ProjBoxr´e,espxq “ mintmaxtx,´eu, eu.

E.3 Adding Proximal Term for Updating pη, γ, tλsu, tαsu, tŵsuq

The optimization problem associated with the update for the second group pη, γ, tλsu, tαsu, tŵsuq

has the objective function

´ γ ´
ÿ

sPS
ψJ

s ŵs `
ÿ

sPS
ζs

ˆ

ρsλs `
1

Ns
eJαs

˙

` σJp´γe ´ ηq `
c

2

ÿ

sPS
}w ´ ŵs}2

`
c

2

ÿ

sPS

ˆ

ρsλs `
1

Ns
eJαs ´ zs

˙2

`
c

2
}t´ z ´ γe ´ η}2.

We apply the same approach as updating the variables of the first group to pη, γq, while directly

solve a convex problem for updating ptλsu, tαsu, tŵsuq. First, we decompose into two independent

sub-problems for pη, γq.
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As for η and γ, we have the objective

´γ ` σJp´γe ´ ηq `
c

2
}t´ z ´ γe ´ η}2.

To efficiently compute the update, we add a proximity term as in AD-PMM. In particular, we denote

vJ
2 “ rγ ηJs, and we have

}t´ z ´ γe ´ η}2 “ }t´ z}22 ` 2pt´ zqJp´γe ´ ηq ` } ´ γe ´ η}22

“ }t´ z}22 ` 2pt´ zqJA2v2 ` }A2v2}22,

where A2 “ r´e ´ Is since A2v2 “ r´e ´ Is v2 “ ´γe ´ η. Thus, we consider the proximity term

with matrix G2 “ c2I ´ cAJ
2A2 with c2 ě c ¨ λmaxpAJ

2A2q, that is c2 “ 2Sc. Then we have

c

2
}t´ z ´ γe ´ η}2 `

1

2
}v2 ´ v2}G2

“
c

2

`

}t´ z}22 ` 2pt´ zqJA2v2 ` }A2v2}22

˘

`
c2

2
}v2 ´ v2}22 ´

c

2
pv2 ´ v2qJAJ

2A2pv2 ´ v2q

“
c

2

`

}t´ z}22 ` 2pt´ zqJA2v2
˘

`
c2

2
}v2 ´ v2}22 ´

c

2

`

´2vJ
2A

J
2A2v2 ` vJ

2A
J
2A2v2

˘

“
c

2
¨ }t´ z}22 ` cpt´ zqJA2v2 `

c2

2
}v2 ´ v2}22 ` c ¨ vJ

2A
J
2A2v2 ´

c

2
vJ
2A

J
2A2v2

“
c

2
¨ }t´ z}22 ` c ¨ pA2v2 ` t´ zqJA2v2 `

c2

2
}v2 ´ v2}22 ´

c

2
vJ
2A

J
2A2v2,

where v2 is the previous iteration value of v2, that is vJ
2 “ rγ ηJs. Thus, the associated objective

function with the above proximity term becomes

´γ ` σJp´γe ´ ηq ` c ¨ pA2v2 ` t´ zqJA2v2 `
c2

2
}v2 ´ v2}22.

By apply the definition of A2 and v2, we have

´γ ` σJp´γe ´ ηq ` c ¨ p´γe ´ η ` t´ zqJp´γe ´ ηq `
c2

2
}γ ´ γ}22 `

c2

2
}η ´ η}22.

E.4 Update for η and γ

The above objective is seperatable in terms of η and γ, and so we have

Pηpt, z,σq “ argmin
ηPRS

`

´ σJη ´ c ¨ p´γe ´ η ` t´ zqJη `
c2

2
}η ´ η}22

“ argmin
ηPRS

`

p´σ ´ c ¨ p´γe ´ η ` t´ zqqJη `
c2

2
}η ´ η}22

“

„

η `
1

c2
¨ σ `

c

c2
¨ p´γ ¨ e ´ η ` t´ zq

ȷ

`

“

„

η `
1

2S
¨

ˆ

1

c
¨ σ ´ γ ¨ e ´ η ` t´ z

˙ȷ

`

.
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Here, the third inequality holds because the associated optimization is separable for ηs. By the first

order condition, we have

p´σs ´ c ¨ p´γ ´ ηs ` ts ´ zsqq ` c2pηs ´ ηsq “ 0 ðñ ηs “
c2 ¨ ηs ` σs ` c ¨ p´γ ´ ηs ` ts ´ zsq

c2
.

And the last equality holds by taking the substitution of c2. Similarly by applying the first order

condition, for γ, we have

Pγpt, z,σq “ argmin
γ

´ γ ´ γ ¨ σJe ´ cγ ¨ p´γe ´ η ` t´ zqJe `
c2

2
}γ ´ γ}22

“ argmin
γ

´ γ ¨ p1 ` σJe ` c ¨ p´γe ´ η ` t´ zqJeq `
c2

2
}γ ´ γ}22

“ γ `
1

c2
¨

”

1 ` σJe ` c ¨ p´γe ´ η ` t´ zqJe
ı

“ γ `
1

2Sc
¨

”

1 ` σJe ` c ¨ p´γe ´ η ` t´ zqJe
ı

,

where the last equality follows from the substitution of c2.

E.5 Update for tλsu, tαsu and tŵsu

In terms of ptλsu, tαsu, tŵsuq, we have the optimization problem

min
pλs,αs,ŵsqPΩs, sPS

´
ÿ

sPS
ψJ

s ŵs `
c

2

ÿ

sPS
}w ´ ŵs}2 `

ÿ

sPS
ζs

ˆ

ρsλs `
1

Ns
eJαs

˙

`
c

2

ÿ

sPS

ˆ

ρsλs `
1

Ns
eJαs ´ zs

˙2

.

Obviously, the above problem is separable for pλs,αs, ŵsq, which enables us to solve the convex

optimization sub-problem Cspws, zs,ψs, ζsq shown in the following, using existing solvers for each

s P S,

argmin
pλs,αs,ŵsqPΩs

´ψJ
s ŵs `

c

2
¨ }w ´ ŵs}2 ` ζs

ˆ

ρsλs `
1

Ns
eJαs

˙

`
c

2

ˆ

ρsλs `
1

Ns
eJαs ´ zs

˙2

.
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